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Australia may be contrasted with the American* The more
recent State Constitutions give more direct expression to
the distrust, which was apparent from the first in the
United States, shown by the people of its own agents and
officers as well as of the legislature. No such distrust has
been shown by the people of Canada and Australia* Under
a federal system there cannot obviously be that complete
sovereignty of Parliament which is characteristic of the
British system; and a legislature which is subordinate—
however nominal may be that subordination in the case of
the self-governing Dominions—cannot claim complete
sovereignty. But within these limitations the Constitu-
tion of Canada divides powers between the central and
the Provincial Parliaments; and though the Australian
Constitution makes freer use of the intervention of the
popular vote, the motive at work is the exigencies of a
system at once federal and democratic, and not distrust
of the Parliament.1
The Anglo-Saxon federations stand in striking contrast
to European continental federations such as the German
and the Swiss. In the former, in all matters which fall
within the sphere of the federal courts the central govern-
ment executes by means of its own officials its owti laws.
The opposite system, under which federal laws must depend
for their execution upon State or Canton officials, has not
commended itself to the Anglo-Saxon mind.
As is to be expected, the South African Constitution, not
being a federal compact, is more easily altered than are the
Canadian and the Australian. But the contrast is note-
worthy between the blind trust of the Canadians, shown
in the sixties, in the wisdom of the British Parliament,
and the scrupulous care with which the framers of the
Australian Constitution, arranged that every proposed
1 It may be noted, however, that even in England there Is developing
a certain distrust of an all-powerful House of Commons which is shown
by the demand for the Referendum.

